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Abstract 
In this study an attempt is made to support the fact that focus on numerical growth is not sufficient unless it is joined with the 
equality in the quality of human life. This study has been conducted in the Indian Himalayan region. Himalayan region is a hilly 
and mountainous region. This region is generally considered underdeveloped in the country though rich in life giving resources 
because of different agro-climatic condition and diverse ecosystems. Due to geographical barriers, remoteness and sparse 
population, this area reduces its political influence and remains always away from the eyes of policy makers. The technologies that 
serve other parts of the country become unviable in this region due to its terrain and remoteness. This study is based on firsthand 
information. Inequality in the consumption expenditure of food, non-food and income has been calculated to provide the factual 
position of the problem. A sample of 549 households of different categories viz; general category, scheduled caste, scheduled tribe 
& other backward classes consisting 2,655 persons has been selected by taking into consideration the different social stratification. 
This study shows that, though, the Himalayan region is developing at a slow pace but inequality is increasing at a higher rate. 
Results of this study also support the fact that both percentage of poor and incidence of inequality is higher in this region as 
compared to the national average. 
 
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V. 
Peer-review under responsibility of IISES-International Institute for Social and Economics Sciences. 
Keywords: Coefficient; Expenditure; Food; Income, Inequality; Non-Food; Poverty. 
 
 
 
* Corresponding author. Tel.: +4- 478-876-51684; fax: +9-119-052-37924. 
E-mail address: ramna@iitmandi.ac.in 
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
Peer-review under responsibility of IISES-International Institute for Social and Economics Sciences.
911 Ramna Thakur and Shivendra Sangar /  Procedia Economics and Finance  30 ( 2015 )  910 – 922 
Abbreviations: CV-Coefficient of Variance, GC-General Category, IHR-Indian Himalayan Region, MMRP-Modified Mixed Reference Period, 
NSSO-National Survey Organization, OBCs-Other Backward Classes, RMD-Relative Mean Deviation, SCs-Scheduled Castes, SDL-Standard 
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1. Introduction  
There has been much debate about economic growth and increasing inequality both across the countries and within 
the country. Researchers and policy makers have tried to explain this relationship both at micro and macro level but 
could not get any conclusion. Few decades ago, this debate has also been started in India and continues today without 
any common consciences (Pal and Ghose, 2007). It was believed that a temporary increase in economic inequality is 
to be expected in the growing economy but it is short lived. Kuznets theory (1955) is the pioneer in this thought. In 
his paper, he advocated that income inequality increases with economic development, then decreases and the course 
of this relationship resulted in an inverted-U shaped curve. After Kuznets, Williamson (1965) argued that like personal 
inequality, regional inequality also shows inverted-U shaped relationship. He pointed out that the most natural 
resources among the different regions of a country are unequally distributed. A discovery of new resources will then 
increase unbalanced development of regions, and a selective influx of labor and capital, perhaps encouraged by 
government policies, will lead to a further increase in regional inequality. At later stages of economic development, 
new resources will be discovered in less developed regions and government policies will concentrate on lagging 
regions, so that the process is reversed. Kuznets (1955), Lindert and Williamson (1985 and 1991) further argued that 
the demographic transition is another major feature of development that has been implicated as a cause of the inverted-
U shape of the Kuznets curve. Two general mechanisms have been identified through which the demographic 
transition may affect inequality. The first focuses on shifts in the age distribution of the labor force that occur as the 
rate of population growth rises and then declines over the course of the demographic transition. Countries in the early 
stages of the demographic transition will exhibit a large and growing cohort of younger workers. This means that such 
countries will have a similarly large and growing proportion of workers at the bottom of the earnings scale. This influx 
of younger (unskilled) workers into the labor market can also be expected to contribute to a surplus of unskilled labor, 
further widening the wage differential between the skilled and unskilled.  Nielsen (1994) also supported that the 
demographic transition may affect inequality because it proxies for generalized socio-cultural dualism, the general 
social heterogeneity resulting from the uneven diffusion of modern technology and culture in the course of 
development. Further, Nielsen and Alderson’s (2002) Results indicate, on the one hand, that total inequality variation 
is principally affected by the percentage of the labor force in agriculture, followed by the institutional factors union 
density, de-commoditization and only then by globalization. On the other hand, longitudinal variation in inequality, 
while still dominated by the percentage of the labor force in agriculture, is also principally affected by aspects of 
globalization, such as southern import penetration and direct investment outflow, and to a lesser extent by migration. 
Ezcurra and Rapun (2006) also argued that regional divergence starts once a certain level of development has been 
reached. Their study showed that the increase in regional disparities is purely transitory. Indeed, beyond a given level 
of per capita GDP, regional inequality can be seen to decrease, ultimately leading to a stabilization of territorial 
imbalances in the later stages of the development process. Borrieos and Strobl (2009) argued that regional inequality 
arises due to technological shocks. In the beginning one region gets benefitted and other region follow the leading one 
with a time lag. Inequality arises because of this time lag. Those lagging regions, which adopt the new technology, 
will grow at the rate of the leading region plus an additional growth effect determined by the natural rate of 
convergence. Thus, regional inequalities increase, peak, and decrease.  
All proponents of þKuznets curveÿ may expect inequality to be reversed in due course of time but it does not 
seem true in case of countries like India. After the adoption of economic liberalization in the 1990Ąs, the country has 
started achieving a decent economic growth. But still significant percentage of the population is below poverty line 
and the level of inequality is increasing with the increase in GDP of the economy irrespective of social, economic and 
geographical differences. This relationship of economic growth and growing inequality can be seen in almost all states 
of India but it is very much evident in some states like Kerala and Himachal Pradesh. According to NSSO 2009-10 
data, the value of Gini coefficient is highest in Himachal Pradesh for urban areas among all Himalayan states. 
According to the same data the value of Gini coefficient of rural area in Himachal Pradesh has crossed the national 
average. In India, a number of studies have been conducted at the national level to access the magnitude of inequality 
over the period of time. These studies have revealed the mixed evidence about the relationship between inequality and 
economic growth. For Example, National Human Development Report, Government of India (2001) published the 
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state-wide Gini coeƥcients for the years 1983, 1993-1994 and 1999-2000 by using data from different rounds of NSS. 
It concluded that among 32 states and union territories, seven states experienced an increase in rural inequality and 
fifteen states experienced an increase in urban inequality. There were five states where both urban and rural 
inequalities increased. It is interesting to note that all these five states were located in the North-Eastern part of India. 
On the other hand, Bhalla (2003) concluded that both urban and rural Gini coeƥcients declined between 1993-1994 
and 1999-2000.  
Another study by Singh and others (2003) revealed that there are some indications of increase in regional inequality, 
but they are neither uniform nor overly dramatic. Their study also found that during the post reform period, some 
states experienced increase within-state inequality. Jha (2004) calculated rural and urban inequality in India by using 
NSS data. Results show that both rural and urban Gini coeƥcients increased in the period between 1993-1994 and 
1997, and declined between 1997 and 1999-2000. Other studies like Deaton and Dreze (2002), Sundaram and 
Tendulkar (2003b) and Sen and Himanshu (2005) also came to the conclusion that rural inequality increased in the 
period between 1993-1994 and 1999-2002. Most of the inequality studies which have been conducted on India have 
used various rounds of NSSO consumption expenditure survey data. And most of them have selected fifteen major 
states of India to represent the entire country but rarely has any Himalayan state been included among those fifteen 
states. This study is an attempt to show the actual picture of the extent of inequality prevalent in the Indian Himalayan 
state of Himachal Pradesh based on first-hand information and to advocate the fact that focus on numerical growth is 
not sufficient unless it is joined with the equality in the quality of human life. 
2. Data source and methodology 
To conduct this study Himachal Pradesh, India is selected purposely. Himachal Pradesh is a hilly and mountainous 
Indian Himalayan state. This state is the only state in India with nearly 90% of the population living in rural areas. It 
is located in the central chain (lesser Himalaya) of mountain ranges. Being a hilly State, the cropping pattern and the 
agricultural income of the farmers vary according to the altitude of the State. In the valley areas, the main agricultural 
products are food grains, i.e., wheat, maize, paddy, pulses, sugarcane, oilseeds etc., whereas due to suitable topography 
and climatic conditions, the hilly areas of the state are widely known for horticultural products, viz., apple, seed potato, 
apricot, grapes, ginger, dry fruits etc. To conduct this study, Mandi and Kullu districts of Himachal Pradesh were 
selected because both the district lies in the middle areas of the state. Economic activities in these districts bear 
similarity to some areas of lower zone while in other areas to hilly zone of the inhabited region of the state. The 
required information has been collected from the sample households with the help of pre-tested schedule during 2013-
14 by giving proper representation to the different social categories of the society i.e., scheduled castes, scheduled 
tribes and other backward classes. These categories are recognized by the Constitution of India and provided official 
status by the government of India after independence to provide different benefits to historically underprivileged 
population. In general category all other people who are not included in the above said categories are included. In this 
study, data is collected from the sample household for consumption expenditure on food and non-food items on the 
basis of ‘Modified Mixed Reference Period’ (MMRP) which is suggested by the same ‘Expert Group to Review the 
Methodology for Measurement of Poverty (2014)’  to carry out a survey on consumption expenditure in the country. 
In MMRP, consumer expenditure data is collected from the households by using 365 days recall period for items 
namely clothing, bedding, footwear, durable goods, education, and institutional medical expenses etc, 7 days recall 
period for edible oil, egg, fish & meat, vegetables, fruits, spices, beverages, processed foods, pan, tobacco & 
intoxicants and 30 days recall period for the remaining food items, fuel and light, miscellaneous goods and services 
including non-institutional medical; rents, taxes etc. 
 Data on income earned by the households from different sources like; services, wage work, household industries, 
pension, income from agriculture, horticulture, animal husbandry, business, forestry etc. has also been collected to 
calculate income inequality. After tabulating data into homogenous categories and working out the averages and 
percentages, most widely used inequality measures e.g. Gini coefficient, Lorenz curve, standard deviation, range, 
relative mean deviation, variance and coefficient of variance have been used to find out the magnitude of inequality. 
3. Results & discussion 
3.1 Socio-economic profile of the respondents 
In this study a sample of 549 households consisting of 1367 males and 1288 females of different categories (422 
households from general category, 85 households from Scheduled Castes and 42 households from Scheduled Tribes 
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& Other Backward Classes) has been selected with the help of multistage random sampling. Sex ratio of the sample 
households has been worked out 945, 924, 950 and 942 females per thousand males in general category, scheduled 
castes, scheduled tribes & OBC and all households together respectively which is higher than the national average 
except 924 females per 1000 males in case of scheduled castes in the study area. Average size of the family is 4.84 in 
the study area. Percentage of family workforce (population between 15-65 years of age) has been calculated as 74.14, 
76.63, 79.53, and 76.77 percent of the total population for general category, scheduled castes, scheduled tribes & OBC 
and all households together respectively. This is the time for the region to reap the fruits of demographic dividend.  
Literacy level in the region has been worked out 92.28, 90.6, 87.19, and 90.05 in case of general category, scheduled 
castes, scheduled tribes & OBC and all households together respectively which is high in comparison to the national 
level. But the problem with literacy level is, it also includes those people which have only simple reading and writing 
ability. Percentage of population with technical knowledge is very low in the total population. 
3.2 Dimensions of inequality 
An important aspect of the welfare of the people is how they perceive their position in the distribution of 
consumption, income and other attributes of life in the society. It tells us about inequality or the deprivation among 
the poor and also tells how wide is the gap between consumption and income of the ‘poor’ and consumption and 
income of those who are ‘not poor’.  There are various measures to measure this relative deprivation. The choice of a 
single best measure of income inequality is a debatable issue because one measure is more suitable to reflect one 
aspect, while others might be needed to highlight the other dimension. The extent of inequality in the study area has 
been measured with the help of some useful measures like; Range, Relative Mean Deviation, Variance, Coefficient of 
Variance, Standard Deviation of Logarithms  and some widely used methods like; Gini-coefficient and Lorenz Curve 
as follows:  
Range  
Given a vector representation of an income distribution, y = (y1, y2 ….…yn) in a population with n individuals, 
the range is obtained by the ratio of the difference between the maximum and minimum income and the mean income.  
                                                 
Ri = Income Range, Rc = Consumption Range 
Max (yi) = Maximum income of the household among the sample households 
Mini (yi) = Minimum income of the household among the sample households 
Max (ci) = Maximum consumption Expenditure of the household among the sample households 
Mini (ci) = Minimum consumption Expenditure of the household among the sample households 
 = Mean Consumption Expenditure,   = Mean Income  
 
Table 1. Values of range in income distribution and consumption expenditure among different categories 
 
 
S. No. Particulars General 
Category 
Scheduled 
Castes 
Scheduled 
Tribes  & OBCs 
All 
Households  
1 Income   6.38 4.37 3.60 7.74 
2 Consumption 
Expenditure 
(Food & Non- Food) 
5.30 4.52 3.09 6.26 
Note: Values are based on author’s calculations 
Table 1 clearly shows that value of range is higher in case of general category followed by scheduled castes and 
scheduled tribes & OBC. When all incomes and consumption are equally distributed the value of range is zero. But in 
this study the range in case of income distribution among all households is 7.74 and in case of consumption distribution 
is 6.26. As the redistribution will take place from extreme higher level to the extreme lower level, the value of range 
will come down. Based on two extreme items, it does not take into account the scatter within the range. Therefore the 
results have been calculated with the help of other measures also.  
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Relative mean deviation 
The relative mean deviation by including  overall distribution in the measurement, compensate for the disadvantage 
of the range.  It satisfies Pigou- Dalton principle of transfer also.  
Y
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C
n
ic
RMD cic /
1
¦    
RMDi = Relative Mean Deviation of income, RMDc = Relative Mean Deviation of consumption 
Y= Total Income of the sample households, Yi = income of the ith household, C = Total Consumption of the sample 
households,  
y = Mean income, c = Mean Consumption  
Table 2. Values of relative mean deviation in income distribution and consumption expenditure among different 
categories 
S. 
No. 
Particulars General 
Category 
Scheduled 
Castes 
Scheduled Tribes  
& OBCs 
All Households  
1 Income   0.76 0.68 0.73 0.85 
2 Consumption Expenditure 
(Food & Non- Food) 
0.46 0.41 0.42 0.45 
Note: Values are based on author’s calculations 
When income is distributed from richer to poorer, RMD decreases as the numerator decreases.  In our study the value 
of RMD or the average deviation of the individual household income and consumption from the median income and 
consumption expenditure is 0.76, 0.68, 0.73 and 0.8465 in case of income distribution and 0.46, 0.41, 0.42 and 0.45 
of general category, scheduled castes, scheduled tribes & OBC and all holdings together in case of consumption 
expenditure. When all incomes are equal the value of RMD is zero.                                              
Variance 
Variance is the most common index of variability. It measures the dispersion of a distribution around the mean. 
Again redistribution from richest to the poorest reduces the value of variance more the case in which redistribution 
does not occur among extreme values. Following formula is used to calculate the variance among the sample 
population. 
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n
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n
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Vi = Income Variance, Vc = Consumption Variance, y = Mean income, c = Mean Consumption,
 Yi = income of the ith household, ci – consumption of the ith household, n = number of households. 
 
 
 
Table 3. Values of variance in income distribution and consumption expenditure among different categories
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S. 
No. 
Particulars General 
Category 
Scheduled 
Castes 
Schedules Tribes  
& OBCs 
All Households  
1 Income   163555434.36 127261496.7 109669896.3 153461686.21 
2 Consumption Expenditure 
(Food & Non- Food) 
28283922.73 28966711.33 17945318.27 27931620.55 
  Note: Values are based on author’s calculations 
 Smaller the value of variance lesser the variability or greater the uniformity in the population. As is clear from Table 
3 that the value of variance is very high in the study area irrespective of the categories. 
Coefficient of variance 
Inequality requires comparison. Variance is not able to do this job due to its dependency from the measurement unit.  
Therefore coefficient of variance has also been used to work out the variability in the present study.  
Formula;
              
y
vCVi  
                                                               
c
vCVc  
 
CVi = Coefficient of Variance for income, CVc = Coefficient of Variance for consumption 
y = Mean income, v = variance, c = Mean Consumption  
In this study the value of CV has been worked out highest in case of general category followed by scheduled caste 
and scheduled tribes & OBC both in case of income and consumption expenditure. 
Table 4. Values of coefficient of variance in income distribution and consumption expenditure among different 
categories
 S. 
No. 
Particulars General 
Category 
Scheduled 
Castes 
Schedules Tribes  
& OBCs 
All Households 
1 Income   1.0025 0.9496 0.9293 0.9927 
2 Consumption Expenditure 
(Food & Non- Food) 
0.6384 0.6175 0.6042 0.6369 
Note: Values are based on author’s calculations. 
Among all households together the value of coefficient of variance is higher for income distribution as compared to 
consumption expenditure (see Table 4). 
Standard deviation of logarithms 
Standard deviation of logarithms is another inequality index. Like other indexes, when the income is same for all 
individuals the value of SDL is zero. One important sensitivity with SDL is when income transfer occurs in the lower 
part of an income distribution its value decreases proportionally more than other inequality indexes.  
               
1/2)
1
ln(ln
1
1 
 
 ¦ n
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yyi
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1/2)ln
1
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1 
 
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SDLi = Standard Deviation of Logarithms of income, SDLc = Standard Deviation of Logarithms of consumption, ln 
= natural logarithms,  
916   Ramna Thakur and Shivendra Sangar /  Procedia Economics and Finance  30 ( 2015 )  910 – 922 
y = Mean income, yi – income of the ith household, c = Mean Consumption, n = no. of households
 Table 5. Values of standard deviation of logarithms in income distribution and consumption expenditure among 
different categories 
S. 
No. 
Particulars General 
Category 
Scheduled 
Castes 
Schedules Tribes  
& OBCs 
All Households 
1 Income   1.4994 1.1685 1.1331 1.4233 
2 Consumption Expenditure 
(Food & Non- Food) 
0.7062 0.5834 0.7760 0.7167 
Note: Values are based on author’s calculations 
As is clear from SDL value (see Table 5) that inequality of income is higher as compared to the consumption 
expenditure. Income inequality is higher in general category followed by scheduled caste and scheduled tribes & OBC.  
Inequality of consumption expenditure is highest among scheduled caste & OBC followed by general category and 
scheduled caste. 
Lorenz Curve and Gini-Coefficient  
Gini- coefficient is the most commonly used measure of inequality because it meets the required axioms. The 
coefficient varies between 0, which reflects complete equality and 1, which indicates complete inequality (one person 
has all the income or consumption, all others have none). Graphically, the Gini coefficient can be easily represented 
by the area between the Lorenz curve and the line of equality. To find out the extent of income inequality in the Lorenz 
curve technique the size of items and the frequencies are both cumulated and taking the total as 100, than percentages 
are calculated for the various cumulated   values.  Their percentages are plotted on a graph paper. If there are 
proportionately equal distribution of the frequencies over various values of a variant, the points would lie in a straight 
line. This line is called ‘line of equal distribution’. If the distribution of items is not proportionately equal, it indicates 
variability and the curve would be away from the line of equal distribution. The farther the curve is from this line the 
greater is the variability in the series. A higher Lorenz curve implies more social welfare for the same total of income.  
Value of Gini – coefficient of income distribution, food expenditure and food & non - food expenditure among 
general category households has been calculated as follows: 
 Let Z be the mean income, Yi be the income of the ith person when income is arranged in ascending order, so that Yi 
≤ Yi +1 for all i and n be the total number of people in the community. 
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Where;  G(y) = Gini-coefficient of the income distribution of general category households, G(c) = Gini-coefficient 
of the consumption expenditure (food) of general category households,  G(Ct) = Gini-coefficient of the consumption 
expenditure(food & non-food) of general category households, n= population size in general category (2054), z= mean 
income (2621.07), c = mean consumption on food (846.41), v = mean consumption on food plus non-food (1711.57) 
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In case of general category  the value of Gini coefficient of income distribution has worked out highest (0.5125) 
followed by consumption expenditure on food & non-food (0.3435) and consumption expenditure on food items 
(0.3125).  It is clear from the result that the level of inequality is lowest in case of consumption expenditure on food 
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items because it is the minimum necessity of life but as income of the population increases inequality also shows an 
increasing tendency. 
The cumulated percentages of income and population of the sample households when plotted on a graph paper and 
the resultant shape of the Lorenz Curve (see Diagram 1) clearly indicates that the bottom 21 percent of the population 
is sharing only 1.5 percent and 45 percent population is sharing 10 percent of the total income at one end and on the 
other end (top) 29 percent of the total income  
 
Fig. 1. Lorenz curve of the income distribution, food expenditure and food & non- food expenditure of general 
category households 
 is shared by only percent 5 percent of the population. Income of the poor at the bottom is very low due to their small 
size of holdings and lack of regular non-farm employment opportunities.  
Lorenz curve in case of consumption expenditure on food & non-food items indicates that the share of bottom 5 
percent of population is not even one percent in the total spending on consumption. The share of bottom 11 percent 
of the population in total spending on consumption is only 2 percent while the share of top 6 percent of the population 
is 20 percent in the study area. In case of consumption expenditure on food, overall inequality is less than the inequality 
in income and consumption expenditure on food & non-food but after segregation, it is very much clear that the share 
of bottom 5 percent of the population is less than one percent in total spending in consumption. Further, bottom 17 
percent of the population is spending almost 5 percent of the total spending on consumption in the study area. 
Value of Gini-coefficient of income distribution, food expenditure and food & nonfood expenditure among 
scheduled castes households has been calculated as follows: 
 Let Z be the mean income, Yi be the income of the ith person when income arranged in ascending order, so that Yi ≤ 
Yi +1 for all i and n be the total number of people in the community. 
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Where; G(y) = Gini-coefficient of the income distribution of scheduled castes households, G(c) = Gini-coefficient 
of the consumption expenditure (food) of scheduled castes households, G(Ct) = Gini-coefficient of the consumption 
expenditure(food plus non-food) of scheduled castes households, n= population size (2054) z= mean income 
(2621.07),  c =  mean consumption on food (846.41) , v = mean consumption on food plus non-food (1711.57) 
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In case of scheduled caste,  the value Gini coefficient of income distribution has worked out highest (0.5075) followed 
by consumption expenditure on food & non-food (0.3452) and consumption expenditure on food items (0.2952).
 
   
Fig.  2. Lorenz curve of income distribution, food expenditure and food & non- food expenditure of scheduled castes 
households 
The cumulated percentages of income and population of the sample scheduled castes households when plotted on a 
graph paper and the resultant shape of the Lorenz Curve (see Diagram 2) clearly indicates that the bottom 16 percent 
of the population is sharing only 1.8 percent of the total income in the study area. Further, 37 percent population is 
sharing only 8 percent of total income at the bottom end and at top end 43 percent of the total income is shared by 15 
percent of the population in the study area.  
In case of scheduled castes, consumption expenditure on food & non-food items indicates that the share of bottom 6 
percent of population is less than 2 percent in the total spending on consumption. The share of bottom 12 percent of 
the population in total spending on consumption is only 3.7 percent while the share of top 3 percent of the population 
is 12 percent in the study area. In case of consumption expenditure on food, overall inequality is less than the inequality 
in income and consumption expenditure on food & non-food but after segregation, it is very much clear that the share 
of bottom 16 percent of the population is less than 7 percent in total spending on food consumption.  
Value of Gini-coefficient of income distribution, food expenditure and food & nonfood expenditure among 
scheduled tribes & other backward households has been calculated as follows: 
 Let Z be the mean income, Yi be the income of the ith person when income arranged in ascending order, so that Yi ≤ 
Yi +1 for all i and n be the total number of people in the community. 
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Where; G(y) = Gini-coefficient of the income distribution of scheduled Tribes and other backward classes, 
G(c) = Gini-coefficient of the consumption expenditure (food) of scheduled Tribes and other backward classes, G (Ct) 
= Gini-coefficient of the consumption expenditure (food plus non-food) of scheduled Tribes and other backward 
classes  
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n= population size (195), z= mean income (2427.19), c = mean consumption on food (754.09), v = mean consumption 
on food plus non-food (1507.6) 
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Like general and scheduled castes category households, the value of Gini coefficient of income distribution of 
scheduled tribes and other backward classes has been worked out highest (0.4845) followed by consumption 
expenditure on food & non-food (0.3541) and consumption expenditure on food items (0.3225).  It is clear from the 
result that the level of inequality is lowest in case of consumption expenditure on food items because it is the minimum 
necessity of life but as income of the population increases inequality also shows an increasing tendency. 
Diagram 3 shows that inequality exists in case of income as well as in consumption expenditure. Bottom 15 percent 
of the population is getting only 2 per cent of the total income. Further, bottom 40 percent is getting only 10 percent 
of the income while on the top end 27 percent of the population is getting 59 percent of the income. In case of 
consumption expenditure on food & non-food items, the level of inequality is very high at the bottom level and after 
a point both inequalities in food and food & non-food are moving together. Share of bottom 11 percent of population 
in total spending (food & non-food) is less than one percent and the share of bottom 22 percent of the population is 4 
percent in total spending on consumption expenditure on food and non-food items. 
 
Fig. 3. Lorenz curve of income distribution, food expenditure and food and non- food expenditure of scheduled 
tribes & other backward classes 
In case of consumption expenditure on food items, level of inequality is high at the bottom. 4 percent population is 
getting less than one percent of the consumption expenditure on food items but as is clear from the shape of Lorenz 
curve, at the top level inequality is not very high. 
Value of Gini-coefficient of income distribution, food expenditure and food & non food expenditure among all 
households has been calculated as follows: 
 Let Z be the mean income, Yi be the income of the ith person when income arranged in ascending order, so that Yi ≤ 
Yi +1 for all i and n be the total number of people in the community. 
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            Where; G(y) = Gini-coefficient of the income distribution of All households, G(c) = Gini-coefficient of the 
consumption expenditure (food) of All households, G (Ct) = Gini-coefficient of the consumption expenditure (food 
plus non-food) of All households, n= population size (2655), z= mean income (2580.30), c = mean consumption on 
food (827.69), v = mean consumption on food plus non-food (1715.89), 4470624444)1(
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Fig. 4. Lorenz curve of income distribution, food expenditure and food & non-food expenditure of all households 
The value of the Gini-coefficient of the income distribution of general category if compared to the value of Gini-
coefficient of the income distribution of scheduled castes and scheduled tribes & OBC clearly indicate that the 
inequality of income is higher in the former case as compared to the later. The income of the poorest among the poor 
is low due to their small size of holding, higher the dependency ratio and lack of regular non-farm employment 
opportunities in the study area. 
The value of Gini-coefficient of the consumer expenditure of general category if compared to the value of Gini-
coefficient of the income distribution of scheduled castes and scheduled tribes & OBCs also clearly shows that like 
income, the inequality of consumer expenditure on food items is higher in the former case as compared to the later 
(except STs & OBCs in consumption expenditure). But when the value of Gini-coefficient of income distribution is 
compared to the value of Gini-coefficient of the consumer expenditure of all households, it is higher in the former 
case as compared to the later mainly due to the reason that food being the bare necessity of life so a minimum amount 
of income has to be spent on it. 
As is clear from diagram 4 that the value of Gini-coefficient for consumer expenditure on food and non-food items by 
all households has been worked out 0.3456 which is higher to the value of Gini-coefficient of the consumer 
expenditure by all households on food items (i.e. 0.3161). Thus the value of Gini- coefficient in both cases further 
support the hypothesis that as the income of the people increases, percentage expenditure on non-food items increases 
at a higher rate as compared to the percentage expenditure on food items. That is why, in the present study too, the 
degree of inequality in the consumer expenditure is higher when the food and non-food items have been taken together 
than the degree of inequality when consumer expenditure on food items alone has been taken into consideration  
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4. Conclusion and suggestions 
There are many studies which have been conducted on the problem at the national level.  Most of these studies are 
either based on aggregated analysis of the data for country as a whole or have excluded this region due to unavailability 
of data for this region because of its climatic and geographical conditions. Gini-coefficient of distribution of 
consumption for rural India was 0.281 in 1973-74 and has decreased to 0.276 in 2009-10 according to NSSO data, but 
for Himachal Pradesh this value has increased to 0.283 from 0.243 between the same periods of time. Disaggregated 
analysis of NSSO data clearly indicates that the growth rate of inequality in this region is quite high as compared to 
the national level. Therefore this study is an attempt to support the fact that aggregated analysis for a diverse country 
like India does not represent all regions. Region specific disaggregated analysis of data should also be encouraged to 
get the intensity of the problem in all different regions.  With this view, this study has been conducted to show the 
actual picture of economic inequality in the Indian Himalayan region. This study is based on the day to day information 
on income, consumption expenditure on food and non-food items throughout the year because the consumption pattern 
in rural areas varies from place to place and from one region to other. Results of the present study clearly indicate that 
there exists a lot of variation in income inequality among the sample households. Income inequality is higher among 
general category households as compared to the other categories households. The income of the poorest among the 
poor is very low mainly due to their small size of holding, higher level of dependency and lack of regular farm and 
non-farm employment. In the study area there is a great scope for providing income and employment generating 
opportunities by developing horticultural activities, development of cottage and small scale industries, art and craft 
industries such as wool based industries, bamboo based industries, leather processing units, rope making, saw mills 
etc. Introduction of new technology without assessing the needs and priorities of the hilly people will not improve 
their lives but increase their problems. Preference should be given to those development programmes which rely more 
on local/indigenous resources. Special consideration should be given to hilly terrain and hill societies in development 
policy formulation. There is a need of area specific development programmes which is compatible to the social, 
economic and ecological cautiousness.  
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